Results | The cost of topical corticosteroids varied across potencies, class (potency), and by branded generic or generic product. Claims for branded generic products were less frequent and had a higher copayment and AWP. Table 1 shows the mean copayment for topical corticosteroids. There are noteworthy differences among generic topical corticosteroids in the same class; for example, the mean cost of triamcinolone acetonide, 0.01%, was 30% to 40% lower than other midpotency medications when dispensed as a 15-g or 30-g tube. There were also important differences in the cost per gram for different size tubes of the same medication (Table 1) , such as triamcinolone acetonide, 0.01%, which was $0.24 per gram as a 15-g tube vs $0.02 per gram when dispensed in a 454-g jar. Also, branded generic products had copayments approximately 3 to 5 times higher than a generic product with the same ingredient and unit size.
As expected, the mean AWP was higher than the mean copayment for all corticosteroids and sizes ( Table 2) . Again, there were cost differences among topical corticosteroids by potency or unit size. For instance, 1 pound of triamcinolone acetonide, 0.01% ($40.73 for a 454-g jar), and betamethasone valerate, 0.1% ($324.40 for ten 45-g tubes), have nearly a 10-fold difference in cost despite similar potency. Also, fluocinonide acetonide, 0.05%, was approximately half the cost of the similarly potent clobetasol propionate, 0.05%, cream ($23.20 vs $42.07 per 30 g). Methods | We analyzed data collected from the 2010 and 2013 National Health Interview Survey, a nationally representative sample of the US civilian, noninstitutionalized population 18 years or older (N = 59 145). The data were collected from January 1st to December 31st for each survey year. The final response rates were 60.8% in 2010 and 61.2% in 2013. 2 Our analysis was exempted from Centers for Disease Control and Prevention Institutional Review Board approval. Indoor tanning was defined as using an indoor tanning device 1 or more times during the 12 months before each survey. We calculated the prevalence of indoor tanning in 2010 and 2013 and used log-linear regression to examine the factors associated with indoor tanning frequency among indoor tanners using pooled data from both years. Differences between categories 
